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ABSTRACT 

A survey was sent to 1,153 Indiana special education 
teachers, special education directors, principals, and parents, and 
447 usable responses were received. The purpcse of uhe survey m s to 
describe and assess current service delivery systems within Indiana 
tor children with severe handicaps. Part One of the survey gathered 
data on: the types of handicaps that students placed in classes for 
the severely handicapped might have, the setting in which the program 
is located, the scope of Individualized Education Programs, the 
number of years of teacher experience, the number of students each 
teacr->r serves, the number of students with severe handicaps in 
classes with nonhandicapped students, and whether the setting is 
rural or urban. Part Two analyzed specific •'best educational 
practice'' information regarding agf>-appropriate placement with 
nonhandicapped peers, social integration, curriculum and instruction, 
home-school partnership, transition planning^ related services, and 
program evaluation. Results of the survey are pr«»sented in both text 
and table formats. Appendices contain a sample of the survey form and 
a list of survey items organized according to the best educational 
practice each represents. (JDD) 



* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the bast that can be made * 

* from the original document. * 



CO 



f ^ Minor chsnees tWfHi mede lO *mprevc 

• Points s>1»*e* Of <H«n.onfiSiei1«Jm!h«^*J^ 
Of Pit fXMtttort o* f>o*«ev 



Results of the Survey: 

"Optimal Practice Inventory 
FOR THE Severely Handicapped 
Including Deaf/Bund" 



Conducted in 1987 
by 

Indiaiui*8 Feteai Statewiik Systems Qia^e Pro^ 
Bisunberg Center Ua IntexcUsdpiiAiry Studies la Sp«dal Eds^&m 

bid^ift Slate Unim^ty 
Tore Haute, Indiana 



Wiliiaai Uttlt^ohn, E<LD. 
Plt^Fidlttamr 



•PERMISSION TO BEPBOtXjCE THIS 
MATERIAL BEEN GRANTED BY 



i_ 



TO THE EDUCATIOHAL RESOU,4CES 
INFORMATION CENTER CERtCl" 



BEST COPY AVWLABLt 



Results of the Survey: 



lCUce Inventory 
ELY Handicapped 
Deaf/ Blind" 



Conducted in 1987 
by 

Indiana's Federal Statewide 
Systems Change Project 

Blumberg Center for 
Interdisdplinary Studies 
in Special Education 

Indiana State University 
Terre Haute, Indiana 



\miam LitUejoIuv EdD. 

Pro^ Director 

Rc^emarie Klebei^ M.S. 
Pmject Facilitator 

Joseph Wade, Ed.D. 

Project Facilitator 

Robert George, Ph.D. 
Project Evaluator 



ERIC 



3 



BLUMBERG CENTER FOR 
INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDIES 
IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 



at Indiana State University 
502 Education Building 
Terre Haute, IN 47809 
Phone: (812) 237-2830 



Credits 



The research and preparation of this report was completed by 
Blumberg Center for Interdisciplinary Studies in Special 
Education, William Littlejohn, Director. The primary staff of the 
Indiana Federal Statewide Systems Change Grant (Project number 
G0O-86-C-3 013) who participated in the study included: an 
original staff of Gary Collings, project coordinator, Pamela 
Terry-Godt, project director, Wayne Wheatley, project evaluator, 
and Rosemarie Kleber, project facilitator and a current staff of 
William Littlejohn, project director, Joseph Wade, project 
facilitator, Rosie Kleber, project facilitator, and Robert 
George, project evaluator. 



4 



THIS REPORT AS DISSEMINATED IN SEPTEMBER, 1989 WAS PREPARED BY 
THE STAFF OP THE BLUMBERG CENTER FOR INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDIES TN 
SPECIAL EDUCATION, INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY (TERRS HAUTE) WITH 
SUPPORT FROM BOTH THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION, OFFICE OF 
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION SERVICES, OFFICE OF SPECIAL 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS, PROJECT NUMBER GOO-8g-C-3013 . THE VIEWS 
EXPRESSED IN THIS REPORT DOES NOT NECESSARILY REFLECT THE 
OPINIONS OP EITHER THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION OR INDIANA 
DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION AND NO OFFICIAL ENDORSEMENT SHOULD BE 
INFERRED. 



THE MATERIAL CONTAINED IN THIS DOCUMENT DOES NOT NECESSARILY 
REFLECT THE POSITION OR DISPOSITION OF THE ADMINISTRATORS OR THE 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF INDIANA STATE UNI^/ERSITY. 



5 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



BACKGRwpUND . . c 

INCIDENCE , 

OVERVIEW 

RESULTS . . . . 

Part One 

Types of handicaps 

Age groups of learners for whom responsible 
and setting in which program located . . . 

lEP goals ..... 

Years serving severely handicapped .... 

Total number of learners 

Number of learners with severe handicaps 
classes with nonhandicapped learners . . . 

School setting , , 

Part Two 

DISCUSSION 

APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX B 

REFERENCES 



6 



LIST OF TABLES 



Table 



Page 



6 



1. Optimal practice inventory forms sent and returned 4 

2. Frequency distribution and average number of handicaps* 

checked as reported by tsacher groups 4 

3. Percentage of teachers checking YES to particular 

handicaps by specific teacher group 6 

4. Percentage of teachers checking YES to specific 

handicaps 

5. setting of programs for learners with severe handicaps 

according to age groups 7 

6. Percentage of teachers checking specific areas of 

lEP goals 7 

7. Number of years experience of teachers serving persons 

with severe handicaps 9 

8. Average number of learners with severe handicaps taught 

according to teachers 9 

9. Number of learners with severe handicaps in classes 
with non-handicapped learners 10 

School setting according to teachers 10 



10. 



'^dbles of 

Percentages of YES responsw<3 for "best educational practices" 
according to teachers, airectors, principals, and parents 

IIA. Age-appropriate placement w/non-handicapped peers .... 13 

IIB. Social integration , ,13 

lie. Transition planning 13 

IID. Curriculum and instruction I , 13 

HE. Data based instruction I '. '. [ I [ 14 

IIF. Community based instruction 14 

IIG. Parent/professional partnership 14 

IIF. Related services ■'4 

IIG. Program evaluation . I ........ 15 

Tables of 

Percentages of YES responses for "best educational practices" 

according to teacher groups 

12A. Age-appropriate placement w/non-handicapped peers .... 16 

12B. Social integration 16 

12c. Transition planning .16 

12D. curriculum and instruction I6 

12E. Data based instruction .17 

12F. Community based instruction 17 

12G. parent/professional partnership » ..... i? 

12F. Related services ........... i? 

120. Program evaluation 18 



ERIC 



BACKGROUND 



The Blumberg Center for Interdisciplinary studies in Special 
Education at Indiana State University was awarded a three year 
Statewide Systems Change Grant (October, 1986 - September, 1989) 
The purpose of the grant was to 1) describe and assess ' current 
service delivery systems to children (0-21 years) with severe 
handicaps (including deaf-blind) within the state of Indiana 
using a set of optimal educational quality indicators? 2) develop 
and implement improved educational practices at three pilot sites 
within the state, and 3) evaluate system change at pilot sites 
and disseminate recommended practices for improving delivery of 
special education and related services to these children. 

Early project activities focused on the development of 
indicators for an optimal practices inventory from an analysis 
of current practices. Professional literature and state plans of 
key agencies were reviewed for issues, trends, goals, and 
objectives. Draft revisions of the ;jurvey format and content had 
input from select faculty members as well as a university 
computer consultant. The survey draft was pilot tested by 
participant samples at the state Council for Exceptional children 
conference, a weekend workshop for parents and professionals and 
a topical university conference on preschool programs. 

The optimal practices survey draft was reviewed by members 
of the advisory committee at their March 5, 1987 meeting. After 
several drafts and the above noted field tests the final survey 
instruments were mailed in various stages from April to July 
1987 as follows: ^ jr 

directors of special education 
local school building principals 

teachers of programs for the moderately mentally 
handicapped 

teachers of programs for the severely mentally 
handicapped 

teachers of programs for the multiply handicapped 
preschool/adult private agency providers/teachers 
parents selected from various association lists 

A university analyst was consulted on analysis design and 
descriptive statistics were chosen to describe existing services 
for learners with severe handicaps. The results from the surveys 
were compiled and converted to frequency distributions and 
bar graphs depicting percentages of yes responses to questions 
from the survey. The reader is provided the results of the 
public school survoy in this report. 

The results of the survey that was sent to agencies 
throughout the state can be found in another document. That 
document, *^ResuIts of the survey of agencies providing services 
for persons with severe disabilities," can be obtained from the 
Blumberg Center for Interdisciplinary Studies in Special 
Education, Indiana State University, Terre Haute, IN 47809. 
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INCIDENCE 



According to the public school handicapped child count 
report provided by the Division of Special Education, Indiana 
Department of Education, the number of students with severe 
handicaps (including multiply handicapped, moderately and 
severely/profoundly ment,illy handicapped) totaled 5155 for the 
•86-»87 school year, 5277 for the '87- •88 school year, and 5284 
for the '88- '89 school year. The incidence figure for the group 
for the three years is approximately .55% (multiply »-andicapped - 
.08%; moderately mentally handicapped - .35%? and 
severely/profoundly mentally handicapped - .12%) 

The number of students with severe handicaps placed in 
regular campus for the •87-«88 school year was 3495 (66%) as 
compared to those placed in separate campus at 1782 (34%) . For 
the •88-* 89 school year the number of students with severe 
handicaps placed in regular campus was 3/57 (71%) as compared to 
those placed in a separate campus at 1527 (29%) . The percentage 
of change for regular campus was a 7% increase and a 14% decrease 
for separate campus. 



OVERVIEW 

The purpose of the survey, ••optimal Practice Inventory for 
the Severely Handicapped including Deaf/Blind,** was to describe 
and assess current service delivery systems within the state of 
Indiana for children with severe handicaps. The content of the 
inventory is based on the •'best educational practices'* for 
individuals with severe handicaps as developed at the University 
of Vermont (Fox, Thousand, Milliams, Fox, Towns, Reid, Conn- 
Powers & Calcagni, 1986) . A sample of the survey can be found in 
Appendix A. 

The survey was developed in two parts. Part One provides: 

1. an indication of the types of "handicaps •• those students placed 
in classes for the severely handicapped might have; 

2. the netting in which the program is located? 

3. the scope of t'ae lEPs? 

4. the number of years the teacher has taught students with 
severe handicaps; 

5. the total number of students the teacher currently serves? 

6. the number of students with severe handicaps in classes with 
non-handicapped students; and 

7. whether the setting is rural or urban. 



Part Two provides specific "best educational practice" 
information regarding: 

1. AGE-APPROPRIATE PLACEMENT WITH NON-HANDICAPPED PEERS 

2. SOCIAL INTEGRATION 

3. CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

a) functional curriculum 

b) data^-based instruction 

c) coBoaunity-based instruction 

4. HOME-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIP 

5. TRANSITION PLANNING 

6. RELATED SERVICES 

7. PROGRAM EVALUATION 



The Optimal Practice Inventory was sent to 1153 individuals 
througl^out the state of Indiana, They included teachers of 
progt i.^ for learners with severe/profound handicaps, multiple 
handic.% js, and moderate mental handicaps, all special education 
directors in the state, principals who have the aforementioned 
classes in their buildings, and parents of children with severe 
handicaps . 



RESULTS 

Of the 1153 surveys sent, 44% (502) were returned and 39% 
(447) of the total sent were usable. Table X lists the number of 
forms sent, number returned and number of usable forms from each 
group. 

Part One 

The results of Pert One ara listed according to particular 
descriptors in the following section. 



TYPES OF HANDICAPS 

In responding to the types of handicaps of the severely 
handicapped students for whom they have responsibility (see item 
#1 of Optimal Practice Inventory on page 25) , teachers checked , 
on an average, six different handicaps. Table 2 provides a 
frequency distribution, mean and mode for the number of handicaps 
checked by the teachers. 
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In reviewing th© responses of each of the teacher groups, it 
was found that teachers checked most frequently that handicap for 
which thoy were designated as having responsibility: teachers of 
programs for the severe/profound most frequently checked severe 
mental vetardation followed by profound retardation, teachers of 
programs for the multiply handicapped most frequently checked 
multiple handicaps and teachers of programs for the moderately 
mentally handicapped most frequently checked moderate mental 
retardation. 

The most consistent and frequently checked responses among 
the three groups, eliminating the handicap for which th© teachers 
were designated as having responsibility, were: cerebral palsy, 
speech and language, orthopedic impairment, autism and severe 
brain damage. Other handicaps likely found in the severely 
handicapped populations, according to the responses of the 
teachers, ares blind and other health impairment 

The percentages (according to specific teacher groups) of 
teachers checking particular handicaps from the list of X5 
handicaps on the survey are found in Table 3. Th® percentages of 
the teachers as a group are found in Table 4. 



AGE GROUP OF LEARNERS FOR WHOM RESPONSIBLE AND SETriNG IN WHICH 
PROGRAM LOCATED 



The teachers were to check the age-range of the students for whom 
they were responsible and the setting in which the program was 
located (see item |2 of the Optimal Practice Inventory on page 
25). The greatest number of students with severe handicaps , 
regardless of age, were being served in elementary buildings. A 
large number were being served in separate facilities as veil . 
Specific results are in Table 5. 



lEP GOALS 



The teachers were to check those areas in which lEP goals were 
written (see item #3 of the Optimal Practice Inventory on page 
23) . Areas checked by more than 80% of the teachers were: self- 
help, social development, and communication. Areas checked by 60% 
- 80% of the teachers were: fine-motor, gross motor, community 
living, home living, vocational skills and recreation/leisure . 
Approximately 55% of the teachers checked academics, and 
approximately 48% of the teachers checked sensory. The results 
for this item are in Table 6. 
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Tabic ? 
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Table 5 



Setting of Programs for Learners with Severe 
Handicaps According to Age Groups 
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YEARS SERVING SEVERELY HANDICAPPED 



The teachers were to check the number of years they have served 
populations with severe handicaps (see item #4 o£ the o*^t^mal 
Practice Inventory on page 25) . A majority (61%) of the teachers 
surveyed ha\ ^ more than six years exoerience serving severely 
hand j capped i jpulations. The results are in Table 7. 



TOTAL NUMB£R OF LEARNERS 



The teachers were to check the total number of learners with 
severe handicaps they serve (see item #5 of the Optimal Practice 
Inventory on page 25). hr^ a group, the teachers indicated that 
the average nuKber of students with severe handicaps they serve 
is 11. The results vary slightly with the different groups. The 
results are in Table 8. 



NUMBER OF LEARNERS KITH SEVERE HANDICAPS IN CLASSES WITH NOW- 
HANDICAPPED LEARfTERS 



The teachers were to check the number of learners with severe 
handicaps in classes with non-handicapped learners (see item #6 
of the Optimal Practice Inventory on page 25). The teachers 
responded that the majority of learners are not integrated, some 
are integrated for less than one hour^ and very few are 
integrated for more than one hour. The results are in Table 9. 



SCHOOL SETTING 



The teachers were to check whethe* their school setting was rural, 
small town, suburban or urban {see item #7 of the optimal 
Practice Inventory on page 2 5) . The settings were evenly 
distributed between rural/small town and suburban/urban. The 
results are in Table lu. 
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Table 9 



Number of Learners with Severe Handicaps in 
Classes with Non-Handicapped Learners 
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Part Two 



Specific responses for each of the items are clustered into 
seven categories. Percentages of "yes** responses for each of the 
items for each group are listed in Tables llA - ill. Teachers' 
responses are further 'broken down according to groups in Tables 
12A - 121. The corresponding items from the survey are found in 
Appendix B. The items in Appendix B are the same iteas as in the 
Optimal Practice Inventory, but have been arranged according to 
best practice* indicators. 

For review purposes, a yes response at 70% and above was 
chosen as an indication of a frequently occurring educational 
practice. A yes response at 50% and below by at least two groups 
was chosen as an indication of a seldomly occurring educational 
practice. 

Principals answered yes more frequently than any group. 
They responded yes at a 70% level to more item?* (31) than the 
Directors (27) and teachers (25) , and the p©» intage responding 
yes to specific items tended to be higher th che other groups 
on 39/50 items. 

In reviewing the age appropriate placeaent with non- 
htuidlcsapp^ peers indicators (se-s items Al - 3 in Appendix L) , it 
appears that learners with severe handicap are frequently going 
to a school with students without handicaps who are the same age; 
however., they »ire seldom in classes with other students without 
handicaps who are the same age. Teachers are frequently 
addressing the reasons which keep learners from attending the 
regular classes on their lEP's. The results are in Tables liA and 
12 A. 

In reviewing the social integration indicators (see items Bl 
- 10 in Appendix B) it appears that learners with severe 
handicaps seldom go to art, music or gym with other students who 
are not handicapped, ride the same bus as other children in their 
neighborhood, go to regular public schools in their own 
neiQhborhood or go to other community progrsuas with peers who are 
noV. handicapped. 

However, the special education program frequently 
provides opportunities to participate in community activities; 
and teachers frequently adapt activities to suit the learners' 
needs (parents disagree ) , urge other students who are not 
handicapped to interact/participate with learners with severe 
handicaps (parents disacfree ) , and encourage other teachers in the 
school to be involved with the learners with severe handicaps. 
According to administrators, learners frecfuently go to lunch with 
ocher students who are not handicapped (teachers disaqree l . The 
results are in Tables IIB and 12B. 



Ills 



In reviewing the transition planning indicators (see items 
CI - 4 in Appendix B) it appears that teachers gracruently write 
goals, objectives, and activities in the lEP to prepare the 
learner when moving froia one level to another (parents disagree ) ; 
however, written plans for preparing students for placement in a 
less restrictive education s&tting are seldom written nor are 
objectives addressing transition with a timetable for 
implementation, review and follow-up (p*-incipals disagree ! . The 
results are in Tables lie and 12C. 

In reviewing the csiarriculua aiKl instruction indicators (see 
items Dl - 3 in Appendix B) it appears thmZ almost all students 
with severe handicaps are taught functional skills (parents 
frequently answered yes, but not at as high a rate as the other 
groups),- the curriculum frequently lists skills rangjng from no 
skills to the level of adult functioning i and the learners 
frequently use the same type of materials in class that will be 
used in daily life (parents again responded yes at a lower rate) . 
The results are in Tables 110 and 12 D. 

In reviewing the data based instruction indicators (see 
items El - 4 in Appendix B) it appears that there is seldom a 
written sequence for accomplishing skills? however, apparently 
teachers frequently prepare specific directions for others who 
work with the learner to follow when practicing tasks (parents 
Slissgcss) , the instructional plan frequently includes materials, 
methods, expected behavior, reinforcement, correction procedure 
and evaluation data, and the teacher frequently provides feedback 
and training on a regular basis to others. The results are in 
Tables HE and 12E. 



In reviewing the community based instruction indicators (see 
items Fl - 2 in Appendix B) , it appears that teachers frequently 
make sure that the learner can perform skills that he learned at 
school in home and community settings (parents disagree ) , but 
seldom does the learner's instruction occur in the same 
community where the learner would be living, shopping, or attend 
recreational activities in daily life. The results are in Tables 
IIF and 12F. 



In reviewing the parent/professional partnership indicators 
(see items Gl - 7 in Appendix B) , all groups responded yes 
frequently to all items except two: teachers meeting with parents 
to disciiss the learner *s needs before the lEP is developed or 
reviewed (principals answered yes frequently , other groups 
disagree) , and school assisting parents in locating the agencies 
in the community to help meet their child's needs (school 
personnel answered yes frequently . parents disaqres ) . The results 
are in Tables IIG and 12G. 

In reviewing the relateci services indicators (see items HI - 
2 in Appendix B) , principals and directors responded yt s 
frequently to related services specialists training teachers, 
etc. , to use techniques by integrating therapy into daily 
activities; teachers and parents responded yes less frequently . 
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Percentages of YES Responses for 
"Best Educational Practices" 
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Apparently, therapy goals are frequently included in everyday 
classroom, home and community activities. The results are in 
Tables IIH and 12H, 



In reviewing the program evaluation indicators (see items II 
- 11. in Appendix B) , apparently, the entire staff is seldom 
involved in any aspect of prograiu evaluation. The results are in 
Tables 111 and 121. 



DISCUSSION 



This survey vas conducted to describe and assess current 
services for students with severe handicaps in the state of 
Indiana. The response from the survey sent to individuals 
involved with students with severe handicaps throughout the state 
was at a 40% level and appeared to be representative of the 
population desired. 

Based on the variety of handicaps checked by the 
respondents, Jt appears that the term "severely handicapped" is 
somewhat ambiguous, when referring to students with severe 
handicaps teachers might be thinking of individuals with severe 
retardation and/or cerebral palsy and/or orthopedic imoairment 
and/or severe brain damage and/or speech and language impairment, 
etc. Thus, specific descriptors become extremely important when 
describing Individuals with severe handicaps. 

Students with severe handicaps are too frequently served in 
elementary school buildings, regardless of age, and separate 
facilities. Influencing factors are obviously low incidence of 
the population and r-nral/small town settings. However, age- 
appropriate placement is a key "best educational practice, »» and 
options to aqe-appr opriata placements should be pursued. 

A majority of the teachers teaching students with severe 
handicaps have six or more years experience. The advantage of 
teaching experience is obvious; however, unless those teachers 
are remaining current with the literature, attending conferences, 
taking classes, etc. , state of the art knowledge in the field 
will be lacking, regardless of experience. 

The number of students with severe handicaps being 
integrated with non-handicapped students is extremely low. This 
notion of integration is unique when viewing education for the 
severely handicapped from a historical perspective- However, 
professionals in the field reinforce the importance of 
intervening the educational program of the severely handicapped 
with "normal" peers whenever possible. They continue to study and 
be very optimistic with the effects of this integration. 
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Best educational practices can be clustered into seven 
categories. The most positive response of implementation of 
these practices is from the perspective of the principal, 
followed by the directors of special education, and then the 
teachers and parents. The highly positive response on the part of 
the principals and directors of special education is not 
surprising as they were likely viewing the survey according to 
what is SMPP9g#d to be happening according to the law. The 
viewpoint of the teachers is likely mors accurate as a majority 
of the indicators directly involve the teachers. 

Parents were in disagreement on numerous items with the 
educators* responses. The reason for the parents* disagreement 
and ii^lied dissatisfaction with what is occurrii^ educationally 
for their children cannot be determined from this survey. 
However r school districts should be sensitive to the disparity 
and atteB^t to involve parents with open and honest channels of 
communication. The peculiarity of this observation is that the 
best educational practice dealing with the parent/professional 
partnership was rated as the most frequently occurring practice. 

As previously stated^ the category dealing with 
parent/professional partnership appears to be i^lemented most 
efficiently. While the plac<dment/IEP process requires this 
relationship, the responses to specific indicators suggest that 
schools are going th<\t one step further. 



In the instructional area, teachers see themselves teaching 
"functional* curriculum and being data-based in approach. 
However, the concept of functional curriculum and data-based 
teaching has been refined over the past few years. Teachers are 
likely in need of updating of information and skills in these 
areas. A noted weakness in the instructional area is in community 
based instruction. The field has refined its approach in this 
area and the need for in-service exists in this area as well. 

While related service goals are common in the lEP's of 
students with severe handicaps, the actual integration of the 
techniques of these specialists into the total program appears to 
be deficient. If the goals identified by these specialists are 
integral parts of educational programs of the students, the 
severity of the handicap warrants the techniques to be integrated 
into the total program or generalization siiqply will not occur. 

Social integration of students with severe handicaps with 
non-handicapped students is seldom implemented. Districts must 
deal with this ^ssue ftt an administrative level as the concept of 
students with severe handicaps being integrated with non- 
handicapp^ peers remains a unique idea for many educators. It 
is necessary for districts to determine general educational goals 
for the severely handicapped and the impact of social 
integration on the accomplishment of those goals. 
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Transition planning is relatively weak. Historically, 
students with severe handicaps were placed into self-contained 
classes and transition "out" simply did not occur. Districts must 
address the various aspects of transition and work closely with 
teachers and parents in the transition process. 

The involvement of teachers in the process of proaram 
evaluation appears to be lacking. The extent to which school 
districts formally evaluate their special educati m programs 
is uncertain. Nonetheless, based on the differing views of 
various groups on this survey, it would appear that if an 
accurate reflection of educational programming is desired, input 
from teachers would be advantageous for a district. 

Based on the perceptions of those responding to this survey, 
the state of the art of «2ucational practices for students with 
severe handicaps appears relatively good. However, when 
considering recent developments in the field, it would appear 
that some caution in interpreting these positive results is 
necessary. It is likely that a greater gap exists than practicing 
educators are willing to admit. Time and resources in the areas 
of policy development, staff in-service, community goal setting, 
etc., are going to be necessary on the part of school di»3tricts 
to ensure in^lementation of "best educational practices". 
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APPENDIX A 



OPTIMAL PRACTICE INVENTORY 
FOR THE 

SEVERELY HANDICAPPED INCLUDING DEAF/BLIND 
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2 ...^ FSffdftt Irtycii;^!: 

fm mr 

SEUEHEiy HftNOItamD INCiUOINS OEflF/BlINO 



This survey has been sent to you to gather infomation about state of the art 
practices in Indiana's services to the seoereiy handicapped. 

f. HMN«c^of»^lyh^}^p€d students fcr whan I haverasa^ibilitv^ 
Cuiedc ail titst ^ply) 

— — Mate-ate««ital Retortion 

— rww^i a.i^ — "^'^^ R8tarctet<{»i 
— ^ Pref^Mental Reteritotitm 

— orCH^rafic Impatrment Sj^edi/ 



F(r eat* ASE ^(^P «3f lesws for whom ymi ^ r^msi&le. ^ 
calwnn wto*str» program is iQcatat 

AGE SETTING 



GROUP 


ELEM. 

ami 


mosm 




flS. 

mm. 


SFSTE 
FAOL 


SGLiJiLSlfi*? 


HOME 
BOUND 


9-2 


□ 


Q 


0 


a 


a 


a 


□ 


3-5 


Q 


Q 


Q 


a 


a 


□ 


0 


M 


□ 


Q 


□ 


a 


□ 


□ 


□ 


10-12 


□ 


□ 


a 


□ 


a 


□ 


0 


13-15 


0 


□ 


□ 


0 


□ 


a 


0 




□ 


a 


□ 


□ 


□ 


a 


D 


i9-2j 


□ 


□ 


a 


a 


a 


a 


0 


Adults 


0 


□ 


□ 


a 


0 


□ 


a 



Mast lEP^ fir oup studenb Include goals In the following ereas: 

rfnl'IlJlSif*"^;^**'"'' (rolHns. "alking. hopping) 

~ * I _ Ski 1 is for livi,« et Ime 

ZicZi^^tiofl — R^ion/loisuraactivitiB 



a) lyear b) 2-5vws c) S-IOyears d) More than 1 0 years 

5. Total numfa^ of toners with sev&^ handier I serve: 



6. f f H In nwTiter trf lesrners with we handicaps In cissies with ncn-hmidicappgd rtud^mts: 

7 k;;:! cl^!!. ^ ^'"^ d) _ 1 hour r ^ «)_ not intE^r3- 

cD?r ^^^^^^"5: a) _ Rural a) — Smalltown c) Zutiunm OurSan 
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yes 


raj 


NA 


yes 




NA 


yes 


no 


NA 


yw 


no 


NA 


yas 




NA 


yss 


m 


NA 


ys 


no 


KA 


yes 


m 


NA 



DIRECTIONS: Please answer the foilewtng by circling yes or no or NA ( ror not epoHceblej 
regarding learners with avere hendfcaps. 

A. SOCIAL 1NTE3RAT1CN 

1 . Lsarners with severe h^jdiraps go to a schgol with other students without h»idic^ who ere 
the sofne age. 

2. Les-ners are in gla^ with oth«- stud^ts without haidic^ wto are the sane age. 

^" 'EPS ofterfw^ wt^ <re mit in re^|«- classes ell day adtfrw the n»s^ which 

keep the lern®- fn»n att^r^ re^lar ciassra with chil^en witl«jui hstdic^ 

4. Vmvm go to «-t »Hl/cy music with otlw students who not handice^xpel 

5. tesrners go to gym with «^ students who ffl^ rat h»H!ic^iped 

6. Lmw - gp to 1 ifl«h with ott^ stiaJrote wNj ffl^ not hsHllc^ped 

7. Learner rift t«» ^sm bus as ott^ j^i ldr®i in tf»lr TOigibtrtajod 

^' iSShSrc^"^^ ^^"^ ^ nei^btrtol fer ott«r stut^ts who <re 

yw NA 9. Ur;^^ to otl^CKnmiwiiy prolans with jm^wh^ aichas 
toy/girlsccute.4-H,&flateySctK0l. Pfeasasi^ifv - H.qiP«i, agn as 

y« no NA ^O^^^^ajj^ ^l»wi<teiwa-twiitiesto|»rtldpatefnccmmuniVacti^ 
(tJowHf^.eatlnginarestorant.ffeWtripsX 

ye no NA Il^^,^c™^j^fi^„j^a(^,yl^jnj^ 

activity to suit the I^-ne-'s mts aid Qvex«ne siy terriers to i^tici;^ifln. 

yes m NA ^2.nw{a^'-urgBfHte'stiKlBntewhoremrth8ndi^^ 
lea'tte s w th severe tnrKticaps. 

yes no NA JS-TT^tetw-encoragssothcrteac^ 
B. TRANSITiC^PtjmiHd 

y» mj NA ' Wj^iiarnersm^ 

!2^Ir^, 9"*'' o'^^t^^. ^ activitiei ffl^ written into the lEP to 

prepare t|^ Ijarf^r for iha chanya tcitrio 

Z This takes placs: 
2a. 1 weeic to f month prior to move. 
2b. 6 mcnths to one yea* prior to move. 

2c from sntry into oirri A prolan t -oi^ movemwtt to next level. 

3. Lea-ners placad outsit^ reguls- cles»-ocjm settings have written plars fcr preparing the 
learner .cr placement in a lass restrictive ectaticnal setting. 

4 In pre?fiS-2t1cn fcr trsnsltiwwl placement ch^, objectives in each learner's IE? ajdr-- 
transition, with a timetaOle fa- implementatioi, review, ami follow-up tjy parents curr«-t 
t^^, rspresemattvfi of n©ct «ivtronmem. appropriate relates s«^ce p«-sonn8! ana^^' 
district aantnistratcr. 25 gg f , - 



yes 


m 


NA 


yes 


no 


NA 


yes 


no 


NA 


yes 




NA 


yes 


no 


NA 



yes no NA 



a CURRICULUN AND INSTRUCTIOM 

^' S'SllSiljf """" "'^ a toner to no slcills to the level 

mam SaesTM^usethesfflnelyiieofmatsrialsfncIassthatwilllieusedindaiiyiife. 

fta i^™^.?!!?.'^' ^ ' accoinpli^tng the skill beainning at 

Hie les-nerslevelthfougi actually using tl» Skill In aiiult life. ii«j<nningat 

pa«nts, instructional atas. etl«r teact»-s. emplt^ers) to mm ^mM^. 

6. The Instructicma! pl^ incltte 

yes rai NA Sasettirg 

yes no NA Sb. materials 

yes TO NA ^mmhodtoteiaedtosfff^all^n^-toresKmd 

yes no NA 6d expected behavior 

yes no NA 6& reinfisrssiwtt 

yes no 6f. cBredtoi prooejlire 

yes no NA ^evaliaticmttetareaHnttr^procafejresCchQrting,®!^ 

yes no NA ^-^J^ff^tefe^sTdtreinir^c^are^^ 

^ "° ^ ^-^^^^^j^^^t the learner can 

9. MwA of I88rner-s Instn^tltai occur in tf» s^e oanmunity wtere tha le^w would he 
living, sJ^pif^. ^ m&mq recr^ional activities in diily life ™ « u« 



y» no M 



0. HCriE-Sam PARTNERSilP 

need fBTMvir^ In their tone ffiidnmnmunity. 
yes NA 2. sctol fret^tly invites faniJy members to visit theclassroom. 
yes no NA 3. ThasdioolataajragB-femiVmemba^tovisitsch^la^ 
^ ^ '^•^.^J^^'^^^^o^^v.iththeirc^^ 

^ ^ ^" involye p^^ts m tr« learner's educaMcm ( for example, log tjooks or ptoie calls) 

about the lea-ner's program. Please specify: i^n s^ 

rcVlcWCQ. 

V« na NA 7Jtesdttolasists parents to tote the agencies m the cmmun.ty to help nest the^^ 
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£. REUTED SERVICES 



no NA i Rslat^servicss specialists tram teacfters. p^aprofe^ionals. parents sitjim^ etc to use 
the techniques by integrating th^apyintodaiiy activities, " 



F. PROGRAM EYALUATK^ 

I . Ear^ , ths entire staff of tte local district evaltMtes how effectively tte^ « 
the r^eds of lam^. fffijiiHes. m Urn cmmmit/ by reviiwie^ the fellowing: 

yw rw ia.|»)Iicles 

yes raj NA Ib.gDala^iev®n&it 

yw ra NA Ics^frHjandsWdBVils^meit 

V«s no NA Id. par^t iitvol^^n^t 

yes NA le. cssnmunit/ retettow 

y» no NA J^.intB-agEfByarwlailyocacyg'ajpintf^'acticn 

yes no NA ! 9- fiscal resotrces 

yes no W th.physhalpi»itretpiirsneits 

yw ^ II. {fistri«tKmalres«ircffi 



Dsnments 



Ifym would like aaw of the survey results, pl^ provide the fellowir^ infcrmation: 



NOTe_«« 

Atk^p^ 

City 

State 



PLEASE RETURN YOUR RESPONSE BY APRIL 27 TO : Rosemarie Kleb^-. Program F^ilitator 

School of Edicstt(H!, Ro<sn 502 
Blumb^ Center for Inte-drscipHnary 
Stipes in Special Ettotion 
3 7 I nd1»»a State University 

Id T«T«H«jfp inrt^ana 47finQ 
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APPENDIX B 



ITEMS FROM THE SURVEY 
ACCORDING TO BEST PRACTICES 
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1. LEARNERS WITH SEVERE HANDICAPS GO TO A SCHOOL WITH OTHER 
STUDENTS WITHOUT HANDICAPS WHO ARE THE SAME AGE. 

2. LEARNERS ARE IN CLASSES WITH OTHER STUDENTS WITHOUT 
HANDICAPS WHO ARE THE SmE AGE. 

3. THE GOALS IN IEP»S OF LEARNERS WHO ARE NOT IN REGULAR 
CLASSE.^ ALL DAY ADDRESS THE REASOl S WHICH KEEP THE LEARNER 
FROH ATTENDING REGULAR CLASSES WITH CHILDREN WITHOUT 
!2ANDICAPS . 



B. Social Integration 

1. LEARNERS GO TO ART AND/OR MUSIC WITH OTHER STUDENTS WHO ARE 
NOT HANDICAPPED. 

2. LEARNERS GO TO GYM WITH OTHER STUDENTS WHO ARE NOT 
HANDICAPPED. 

3. LEARNERS GO TO LUNCH WITH OTHER STUDENTS WHO ARE NOT 
HANDICAPPED. 

4. LEARNERS RIDE THE SAME BUS AS OTHER CHILDREN IN THEIR 
NEIGH^RHOOD. 

5. LEARNERS GO TO REGULAR PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN THEIR OWN 
NEIGHK)RHOOD FOR OTHER STUDENTS WHO ARE NOT HANDICAPPED. 

6. r^mfERS GO TO OTHER (IMMUNITY PR<KSRAMS WITH PEERS WHO NOT 
HANDICAPPED, SUCH AS BOY/GIRL SCOUTS, 4-H, SUNDAY SCHOOL. 

7. THE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PROVIDES OPPORTUNITIES TO 
PARTICIPATE IN COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES (BOWLING, EATING IN A 
RESTAURANT, FIELD TRIPS). 

8. IF A LEARNER CANNOT PERFORM AN ACTIVITY IN THE SCHOOL OR 
COMMUNITY, THE TEACHER ADAPTS THE ACTIVITY TO SUIT THE 
LEARNER'S NEEDS AND OVERCOME ANY BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION. 

9- THE TEACHER URGES OTHER STUDENTS WHO ARE NOT HANDICAPPED TO 
INTERACT/ PARTICIPATE WITH LEARNERS WITH SEVERE HANDICAPS. 

10. THE TEACHER ENCOURAGES OTHER TEACHERS IN VHE SCHOOL TO BE 
INVOLVED WITH THE LEARNERS WITH SEVERE HANDICAPS. 
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Transition Planning 



WHEN LEARNERS MOVE FROM ONE LEVEL TO ANOTHER (SUCH AS PRE- 
SCHOOL TO ELEMENTARY OR ELEMENTARY TO MIDDLE SCHOOL) GOALS, 
OBJECTIVES, AND ACTIVITIES ARE WRITTEN INTO THE lEP TO 
PREPARE THE LEARNER FOR THE CHANGES . 

THIS TAKES PLACE: 

2a. 1 WEEK TO 1 MONTH PRIOR TO MOVE. 

2b. 2-5 MONTHS PRIOR TO MOVE 

2c. 6 MONTHS TO ONE YEAR PRIOR TO MOVE 

2d. FROM ENTRY INTO CURRENT PROGRAM THROUGH MOVEMENT TO 
NEXT LEVEL. 

LEARNERS PLACED OUTSIDE REGULAR CLASSROOM SETTINGS HAVE 
WRITTEN PLANS FOR PREPARING THE LEARNER FOR PLACmiNT IN A 
LESS RESTRICTIVE EDUCATION SETTING. 

IN PREPARATION FOR TRANSITIONAL PLACEMENT CHANGE, OBJECTIVES 
IN EAOi I^ARNER'S lEP ADDRESS TRANSITION, VITH A TIMETABLE 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION, REVIEW, AND FOLLOW-UP BY PARENTS , 
CURRENT TEACHER , REPRESENTATIVE OF NEXT ENVIRONMENT, 
APPROPRIATE RELATED SERVICE PERSONNEL, AND A DISTRICT 
ADMINISTRATOR. 



Curriculum and Instruction 

LEARNERS ARE TAUGHT FUNCTIONAL SKILLS THEY WILL NEED IN 
ORDER TO LIVE AS INDEPENDENTLY IN THE COMMUNITY AS POc^^IBLE. 

THE CURRICULUM LISTS SKILLS RANGING FROM THE POINT WHERE A 
LEARNER HAS NO SKILLS TO THE LEVEL A£HJLT FUNCTIONING. 

LEARNERS USE THE SAME TYPE OF MATERIALS IN CLASS THAT WILL 
BE USED IN DAILY LIFE. 



Data Based Instruction 

FOR EACH lEP OBJECTIVE, THERE IS A WRITTEN SEQUENCE FOR 
ACCOMPLISHING THE SKILL BEGINNING AT THE LEARNER'S LEVEL 
THROUGH ACTUALLY USING THE SKILL IN ADULT LIFE. 

THE TEACHER PREPARES SPECIFIC DIRECTIONS FOR OTHERS WHO WORK 
KITH THE LEARNER (SUCH AS PARENTS , INSTRUCTIONAL AIDES, 
OTHER I'EACHERS, EMPLOYERS) TO FOLLOW WHEN PRACTICING THE 
TASKS. 
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THE SCHOOL ASSISTS PARENTS 
COMMUNITY TO HELP MEET THEIR 

ReXawed Services 



TO LOCATE THE AGENCIES IN THE 
CHILD'S NEEDS. 



RELATED SERVICES SPECIALISTS TRAIN TEACHERS 
PARAPROFESSIONALS, PARENTS SIBLINGS, ETC TO USE THE 
TECHNIQUES BY INTEGRATING THERATY INTO DAILY ACTIVITIES. 

IN THE lEP, THERAPY GOALS ARE INCLUDED IN EVERYDAY 

CLASSRCK)!!, HOME, AND COMMUNITY ACTIVITES. 

Program Evaluation 

EAOi YEAR, THE ENTIRE STAFF OF THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
EVALUATES HOW EFFECTIVELY THEY ARE SERVING THE NEEDS OF 
LEARNERS, FAMILIES, AND THE COMMUNITY BY REVIEWING THE 
FOLLOWING : 
la. POLICIES 



lb. GOAL ACHIEVEMENT 

Ic- STAFFING AND DEVELOPMENT 

Id. PARENT INVOLVEMENT 

le. COMMUNITY RELATIONS 



If. INTERAGENCY AND ADVOCACY GROJP INTERACTION 
Ig- FISCAL RESOURCES 



lio INSTRUCTION RESOURCES 



42 

34 



REFERENCES 



Fox, W., Thousand, J., Williams, W. , Fox, T. , Towns, P., Reid, 
R., Conne-Powers, C. & Calcagni , L. (1986). Best 
ed^ c ^t;4,oi7a3, pract:ices '86; Educating Isarners with severe 
h^ndiP^P^r Burlington, VT: Center for Developmental 
Disabilities. 



35 

43 

ERLC 



